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Introduction

Curriculum as a field of inquiry has been described recently as
dead or, at best, moribund. It has been viewed by Kliebard as '"ahistorical"
with an "ameliorative orientation' and “lacking in definition.“] "The
majority of educationists, educational pra:tioneré and scholars active in
the field of curriculum," Johnsqn says, "are oriente§ toward improvement
rather than undérstanding.“2 |

According to Klohr, these are harsh but accurate indictments.

Suéh ihdictmen;g, however, in his ;iew serve to earmark a growing body.of
criticism and theory development that promfses to breathe life into the
fi=1d "of CUrriCU]qm.3

In reviewing the state of the field in 1971% Maﬁdohaldridentifies
three major groups of theorisés at work: (1) those whe are genékating
guidelines for curriculum éévelopment in practical schqol situations;

(2) those who are committed to the application of conventional concepts pf
scientific theory building; (3) those who maintain that curriculum
theorizing should be neither used as a base for ;rescription to aid curric-
ulqm producqrshor as an empirically testable set of principles andf.
relationships.

The first group, Macdonald points out, is, by far; the lgrgest.
The model adopted by this group in both curriculum theory andlgractice is
a technological or production model.n Its ends are basically utiliiarian.
Ma;donald identifies some of the constraints and limitations of this

approach to theory building. Kliebard asserts that the tasks of the

future in curricuium as both a field of knowledge and inquiry are

3
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essentidlly to develop alternatives to such a model.
This paper examines this curriculum theory approzch in general
and focuses on the prob'em of generating curriculum objectives within it.

A new perspective for curriculum objectives is projected as an alternative.

hl

The Technological Model: A_Brigf Description

This model providés a conceptual framework in which curriculum
development is viewed as steps in linear seguence. ' As a case in point,
Tyler's rationale presents a fcur-step sequence: 1) identifying purposes
andgobjectives from three major sources; 2) seiecting appropriate edu-
cational experiences; 3) organizing educational experiences; .4) evaluating
the outcomes.

This model can be traced directly to the writings of Bobbiti and
Charters in the mid 1920's, For‘Bobbitt, life consists of specific and
identifiable activities. And "education has no purpose thén to prepare
men and women for activities of every kind which make up, or heib to ma:.c

7

up, a well-rounded adult life." Curriculum, according to Bobbitt, is that
. ; a

'series of things which children and youth must dc and experience.'

Both Bobbitt and Charters reesoned that curriculum miking was basically

Kl
""educational engineering.'' In Charters' words, curriculum "in its simplest

forms involves the analysi

]
o

of definit

analysis is applied, as in .the analysis of the operations involved in
. E |
running a ‘machine."

Taba's model for curriculum design is similarffg'Tyler's. But,

she introduces important modifications. Her proposal refined Tyler's four-

step sequence into seven-steps: (1) diagnosis of needs; (2) formulation of

4‘
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objectives; (3) selection of*;ontent; (4) organization of content;
(5) selection of learning exp;riences; (6) organization of learning.ex-
periences; and (7) evaluationll]0

A1though Taba wofked within Macdonald's category of préctice-
oriented theory builders, her contribution in making a distinction between
content and learnfng-experiences is significant. Horeover, she tried
seriously to rranslate this approach into strategies for instruction with
an emphasis on critical thinking.

Goodlad and Richter have further refined the Tyler model.
Basfcally, their concern is with levels of?the decision-making process.and
the sources of data for such decisions. They iqgntified %our levels of
decision-making'in curriculum: social, ideologic;l, institutional and
instructional. Their model was described by Macdonald as the most elaborate
contemporary rationale for curriculum development but basically a further

11
extension of Tyler's thinking. - The merit of Gecodlad and Richter'

P
v

s
. R
proposal is its undergirding assumption that values are the ”beginnfhg
points' instead of a ''screen'' through which objectives derived from soci%£y,
learners and subjeét matters.are to be filtered.

It is significant in the claim made in this paper that curriculum
objectiyes,,as a first step to be taken ié curriculum deve]opment, was
emphasized by all of the propernts of the teéhnological model, In Robbhitt'c
view, they are the.guiding orinciples which lead curriculum-making with

. . 12
"all certainty; that is possible, in the right direction." According to
Tyler, they are '‘the criteria by which materials are sciected. content is
outlined, instructional procedures are developed and tests'and examinations

12 . .
are prepared.' Taba held that ''curriculum development is a complex

(X!




undertaking and the decision must be made about the aims which schools are
14

to pursue and abou£ more specific objectives.'
Goodlad has sfressed the importance of specifying objecgjves in
behavioral terms. For him, ‘‘objectives are statements of educationa! intent
expressed so speci%ically as to establish criteria for selecting and
‘organizing what is to be taught.”‘5
Writings of such influential figures in the %Zeld of curriculum
have clearly been a major factor in the -current crusade-like movement
toward behaviorally-stated curriculum 6bjectives. The movement has become
so intense and the rhetoric so evangelical that any one who questions it
or states reservations tends to be lgbeled a-conservative, reactionary,vor

[

non<scientific-minded person. Recognizing this risk, this observe, is

'

nevertheless convinced of the need to identify some of the crucial short-
comings and/or pitfalls of the technological model underpinning this

movement.

Reappraisal and Critique

!n. reappraising what has been referred to heré as a.technological
model, an explication will be made of its underlying assumptions and the
direct implications of such assumptions for the whole matter of‘currECUlum
objectives. Three points are relevant:

I. The means-end assumption

The major assumption in which this model is rooted is the mears-end
éssumption. This assumption is made sometimes implicitly, and, more often,
explicitly. Popham, for example, declares ''curriculum questions revolve
around consideration of ends; that is the objectives an educational system

16

'hopeé its learners will achieve." ~ According to him, ''a properly stated

6
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objective must describe without ambiguity the nature of the learner behavior
. ] .
cr product to be measured.'! !

In such a view, behaviorally-stated curriculum.objgctives are
considered as ends. Curriculum contené, transaction within the instructionsl
settings including teachers and students become means to these ends. [n.
effect, the predetermined, pfemeditated verbal statements are objectified
and factualized. Living human beingé,‘teachers as well as students, tend
to become subordinates with the/genuine risk cf becoming finally dehumanized
and looked upon as ''means'’ an¢ instruments to those so-called ends.

This means-ends assumption is based on an instrumental concept of
man. Men,agd woimen, Eﬁildren and youth are seen only as functional,
responsive, and goal-oriented organisms. Behavioristic psychology supports
this view. Th{s assumption is adequate in ccping with prpblems éf the
physical universe, with materialistic substances such as machines, but not
with human beings. Man can function effectively within this value frame
if, for example, he is making plans for travelling, making a cake, or
constructing a high dam. In such domains, we have agreed-upon and concrete
criteria dgainst which we can judge and mcasuré both the processes used and
products.

Acco€ding to Peters, applying this interpretation of human experience
to the sphere of education is grossly miﬁ!cadin". 1t assumes thal values |
ehter into education at the point of predetermining objectives in behavioral
terms. In sc doing ”wé get the wrong picture éf the way in which values
must enter into educ;tion.“ Value; enter into the curriculum development

process not only at the time of decision-making about objectives and their

formulation in behaviorql!terms, but also, into the knowledge base upon



6.

which the learning"experignces rest. In effect, all such experiences are
value laden. The old question asked by Herbert Spencer ''what knowledge is
of most worth?' is still with us. It cannot be shaken. At the present time,

there is renewed concern regarding whether education should be predominately

liberal, technical, or vocational. Proposals for new curriculum designs to
develop general education outcomes are again being widely considered.

With such reneved interest in this peréistent question, the position

taken by Peters assumes even.greater importance:

. Yet the mode! of means to ends is not remotely applicable

: to the transaction that is taking place. Values, of course,
are involved in the transaction; if they are not it would rot
- be ''education'', Yet they are not end products or terminating .
points of the process. They reside both in the skills and
cultural traditions that are passed on and in the procedures
o for passing them on. ; '
The behavioristic, technological interpretation of means-ands. is

. &
in sharp contrast to the intrinsic continuity of ends and means which

-

Dewey formulated. He asserted that ''an end which grows up within an

20
activity as a plan for its direction is always both ends and means.''

The tour levels of decision-making identified by Goodlad and
Richter draw attention to this value éroblem. Although their model has
a;oided one ot the major shorécomings‘in Tyler's mohel, the infent df their
mocdel is clearlyﬁconcérned with the points at whicﬁ values come to curriculum

not with the content or processes of valuation in the sense that both Peters

and Dewey view the role of values in such a process.

2. The taxonomizing of objectives pitfall

-

E The movement toward stating curriculum objectives in behavioral

terms was undoubtedly furthered by the widespread use of Taxonomy of Educa-

tional Objectives by Bloom and his associates. In this taxonomy, objectives

Q : - " H
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objectives are classified into three domains: cognitive,;affectjve and
psychomotor. Thé objectives in the first two domains are specified by Bloom
and his associatesuin two volumes. More recenfly, the psychomotér domain
has been -given attention largely in the fields of industrial education,
physical education and others concerned with the study of human movement.
‘One such effort in the psychomotor doméin was made by Harrow.Z‘
: Taxonomizing objectives is full of many difficulties and traps
for the curriculum theorizer and developer. Some of the most prevalent
4 of these are:
1.) The precent taxonomies show little awareness 6f Fhe"fuﬁdcmental
relationships among various kinds of the objectives. As Peters savs,
”whén it comes to deciding the curriculum ébjectives which we wish to
pursue, we cannot think that they are independent elements that can even
be characterized, let alone achieved, in isolation of each other.“22
wf , . 1
2.) in taxg%omizing cbjectives, it is assumed that objectives stated in
-« behavioral terms are tHe éounterparts of behavior. Such an assumption
. is urwarranted. This point will be pursued further later in this naper.
3.) Epistemologically speaking, any taxonomy must be made ig,accordance
with the logical rules that govern such an endeavor--namely, it must be
both exhaustive and inclusive. Thése two conditions are Hot met in Bloom's

<]

taxonomy. ‘.

3. Behaviors as indices gf_objectives .

‘Curviculum objectives are stated, by necessity, in language. To
say that behaviorally-stated objectives are the criteria through which
materials are selected, procedures are developed, and behaviors are evaluated

is to ignore the basic nature of language.

9
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The limits of language are pointed out by the general semanticists,

the phenomenologists, the gestalt therapists and many others. Carroll,
for example, puts it this way:

A linguistic statement can never be completely verdical.

A description cannot encompass all aspects of the scene

or event it purports to describe; it must necessarily be

selective. - A proposition can never completely d:limit

the possibility of its interpretation.23

This is the major difficulty we face with language inigeneral.

What, then, is the nature of objective statements, among' other liqgfistic
]
N

N

statements? Clearly, statements of objecti&es or inten;ions are QQLA
empirical'statéhents like thoseAused in s;ience. Théy do not give information
about tHe world. . Furthermore, they are neither facts nor acts that can be
verified by tests conducted in terms of our experiences and‘ult{matély of
our sense-experiences; Statements of curricular objectiyeé a}so, are not
analytic statements that can be verified in terms pf certain logica[ rules.
The real natufe of the so-called behavioral cbjectives, as used
in curriculum proposals, is that they‘are.attitﬁde—stateménfs; i.e., statements
of.inrﬁntioné. They are used to express the.speaker'sﬁand/or the writer's
wi;hes, dgsi}es, hopes, and feelings. Such statements describe neither
- facts nor acts.. They signify only what Ryle calls 'dispositions."
" At this point of formulating objectives for curriculum, we are
" not talkin; about something real, but about something which might or might
not happen. The outcome of our stated intentions depends ultimately on the
needs of fhe actors on the one hand, and on the character of the situation
in which they are involved. That‘is to say, learners are prone to do
something, if,vand only if, the whole situation in which they are invulved

permits such action. In short, the ecolngy of the learning situation is

very important.

10
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What happens when curriculum objectives are transmitted to
teachers is a significant dimension of our analysis of a more adequate
curriculum theory base. Curriculum objectives aré'coqmunicated to teachers

3

in order to control their courses of action, and to~le£ them ﬁanipulate
their students in the light of those stated objectives. Whz: can be éaid‘
about the nature of the commUnipgtion_Rfacesses.in such a transmission bears
close scrutiny.

Given thét curriculum objectives are stated in Bptat}ve ]anguage,'
they are subject to misinterpretation, reinterpretation, and sometimes, to
dlsto}tlon. A study has been made o? this process usnng a careful emplrlcal
research aoproach in whléh the process.of connmnlcafung obJectlves to

teachers in 77 school systems was tested. Ammons conducted research which
24 ¥ | ]
found that: -

1) The process used to develop objectives is not related to
teachers’' use of ébjectives: 2) Teachers tend to base their instrd®tional
Programs on what they had customarily done and/or textbocks rather than
on the statement of objectives. 3) There is no guarantee tha: specific
activities provided in response to the statement of an objective are related
to what is actually intended by the objective. "

Such.findings represent a communication breakdown with respect to
curriculum objectives. Such communication breakdown is found more often
than-not in various domains of human inquiry. It is found in philosophy,
politics and the like. It is even found in the so-called exact-sciences.

As Thomas Kuhn sees'it, 'Two men who perceive the same situation differeatly

25

but nevertheless employ the same vocabulary, must be using words differently."

,l’

11
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-language is what Waisman calls its ''open texture.''.

10.

“n cohmunicating curriculum objectives to teéchefs; we are in a
situation which is not mucﬁ different frgm the situation in which children
converse and ''they fail to urderstand each other béﬁause they think they
understand each other.'" This failure is due to the fundamental characteristic
of language, in general, and to the nature of linguistic statements used in

formulating objectives, in particular. This fundamental characteristic of

26

In terms of the foregoing discussion regarding behaviorally-stated
. . - . . *. - . .
objectlves, one is justified to say that the ultim¥te educational and/or
curriculum dbjectives are neither completely foreseeable nor linguistically

stateable.

This generalization is suﬁported by many- studies which cannot be
examined in detail. To refer to only one, we cite Coleman's study on

educational achievement in which hebdqubts the effectiveness of many school
27 :

programs. Goodlad, one of the spdkesmgn for behaviorally-s:ated objectives,
admits that there is a very low correlatioi between academic success and

mény‘important educational objectives such as: personal stabilit&, leadership,
28

family happiness and honest workmanship. Searcging for .the most impor tant

factor in achievement, Coleman suggests that the individual's self-concept,

29.

and consequently, his perception of his control over his: future is crucial.

Bruner sees fhat unless the learner masters himself, disciplines
&
his taste, deepens his view of the world, the knowledge that is acquired
‘ e . 30 , _
is hardly worth the efforts made'in its .transition. The aims sdescribed

by Coleman, Goodlad and Bruner defy statement in behavioral and observable
terms. Nor can they‘be evdluated and measured in conventional evaluation

procedures. Reducing curriculum objectives to only behaviora! objectives in

order to be. observed and measured {n a quantitative way is, indeed, putting

L ov
.
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the cart before the horse. Curriculum objectives should not be dependent
on or derived only from possible outcomes that lend themselves to the

present procedures available in evaluation.
+

A New Perspective for Curriculum Objectives

If.the foregoing argumehts §re valid, we facé/ he problem of
generating more adequate alternatives. At the outset, /4t should be made
clecar that this examination of behavioral objectives should not be interpreted
as a call for “staﬁping out"' behavibga1 objectives. That is too nearly a
bumper sticker solution. One can be fully aware of their benefits to
curriculum development, teaching, evaluation and research and at the same
time demaﬁd more understanding of their natﬁre ana limitations. What is
called for here is that behaviorally stated objectives should be seen as

neither inclusive nor exclusive in any conceptua) structupe intended to

make order out of complex curriculum development phenomena.

To begin to generate a more effective alternative requires what
might scém to so%é%;o be a rather presumptuous stance on the part of the
theory builder. In effect, such an individual must be willing to see himself
as engaging in nothing short of helping to bring about a major paradigm
shift, to use Kuhn's,termiAology. The folldwing three propositioﬁs serve to
demonstrate the basic conceptual structure this investigator has found useful

¢ in his theory-building efforts.

Proposition One:

Curriculum is a concept that signifies a universe of plannced
learning experiences in which students engage, under the )
auspices of the school, and through which they may attain some
desired objectives and become thereby more fully self-actualizing
persons in an ever-evolving-society within an ever-evolving world.

g 13
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“n

gt
This proposition includes some key concepts that requiré further

explanation. ''Ever-evolving society'" indicates that in both curritﬁlum
theory and practice we should be conéerned about the unification of society's
“past-present and future.'' An 'ever-evolving world" implies that education
in any sociefy should not be thought of in isolation from what is going on
in‘Pther societies and in the world at large. The word ""may" clearly suggests
that there is no guarantee that what we desire as ends will necessarily be
reached‘as intended. In other words, we should realize that‘absolute control
and/or complete manipulation of thé individual énd his environment will not
produce what is intended prior to the actual transéction.

'"Learning experiences' means that experience is the source of the
bas it datakof knowledge. Further, it means that knowledge can come only
from experience; whether sensory, nonsensory and/or extrasensory. In effect,
"knowledge'' cannot be seen apart from the knower. Knowledge hés its effect
upon the knower to the degree that he discovers its personal meaning in a
transaction with it. THus, in both curriculum theory and practice, we can
respect this point of view by leaning on what Maslow has identified as D

cognition and B cognition. The D cognition is the cognition in which

- knowledge is usually highly abstract and sharply defined. ''Knowledge'' of

this kind is related to the outer world. It is functional and instrumental
in nature. B cognition is the cognition of the inner world of the learner.

This world includes preverbal, ineffable, metaphorical, intuitive, esthetic
31

and religious types of cognitions.

These two kinds of cognition have been recognized by scholars in

various fields. Polanyi, for example, in both his Personal Knowledge and
32

The Tacit Dimension made such a position very clear. Mooney identifies

14
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.

these two dimensions of cognition as the '‘consumer's point of view' of the
world and the '"producer's point of view.'" The integration between the two is
seen by Mooney in this way:

whereas the consumer's world view presents split by the core

of its rudimentary splitting nature from man and the postu-

lation of two universes, the producer's world view provides

a frame of mind which integrates man and nature and presents .
one universe.

Macdonald emphasizes a similar interpretation when he identifies
two kinds of knowledge and meaning: personal meaning and culturally-defined

34

meaning, coming from ''know ‘thy self' and ''know thy world."

Proposition Two:

Curriculum is viewed as +a conceptual intersystem out of

which there are supra-systems: social, eccnomic, political,
religious "and educational, and within which there are sub-
systems: 1) content; including its selection, structure,
organization, and teacher's guides; 2) instruction; including
various transactional processes; logical, social and psycho-
logical; 3) evaluation as feedback.

Conceiving curriculun as a system is not new. Macdonald applied
the main properties and common concepts of systems theory to curriculum in
35 - 36
1964, About the same time, this investigator undertook a similar task.
A fundamental difference between Macdonald's attempt and this writer's
rests in the fact that he conceives of "instruction' as a systkem more
nearly separate from the curriculum system. Although he recognizes overlap

between the two,; his proposal tends to'require that one confine the functions

of the curriculum system to what is prior to instruction such as, for example,

course of study, teacher's guides, daily lesson plans, and the like. His

model for curriculum alsc includes other elements such as supervision,

~adminislration and in-service training. Such elements, in the view projected

here, are remote from the direct influencing of students. Therefore, elements

15
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of this ind should be kept out of the curriculum system. ‘From this per-
spective, théy should be seen as distinct subdomains of education just as
curriculum is seen. Elements of this kind are better dealt with as re15ted,
but independent, systems. Griffith's work in administration is a case in
point. Separating curriculum from instruction is, of course, theoretically
possible. But, we should face the consequences of such separation. Some
of these consequences havé already been observed. With the great effort,
energy, and maﬁéy assigned tohreviewing the eructure of disciplines,‘little
effort was directed to: (a) linking the structure of these dfsciplines to

i instruétion; (b) relating the structure of these disciplines; mathematics,

science and foreign language, for example, to the structure of curriculum

as a whole.

Viewing curriculum as separate from instruction implies that what
is planned prior to instruction is, in itself, and by itself, '"fitting."

This assumption is far from being substantiated.

Propc-.tion Three:

If viewing curriculum as a conceptual intersystem is valid,

curriculum objectives can be seen as consisting of two types:

(a) micro-objectives and (b) macro-objectives. The first

type should supplement the latter not supplant it.

'"Micro-objectives' ‘means what is desirable, because it is fore-

seeable and can be specified verbally. These objectives come to the system
of curriculum from its surrounding larger systems: economic, political,
social, and ‘ideological. These objectives constitute external, or exogenous,
inputs into the system. Due to their nature, they are subject to change,
reinterpretation, and misinterpretatior. That is to say, their effect depends

~ .

heavily on what is going on within the system of curriculum. Such objectives

Q T 1_6'
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are usually, spcken of in micro-language, or behaviorictic, terms. They
represent the particulars known in ''here-and-now.' In other words, they
represent what we can name for students.

The macro-objectives are chjectives that stem out from the within
of the system. They represent the internal, or ontogenous, inputs of the
curriculum system. They are, in effect, its reallodtputs. They come out
from the transacticnai processés within the instructional settings. They
grow out of the encounter that takes place between teachers and students in
oFder to name, in a more meeningful way, the world. In such’encounters,

i
the learners rename for themselves. No others in whacever role. can.do this.

The macro-objectives are almost always ineffable and hardiy expressable in
. :
behavioristic terms. Sometimes, they are spoken of in macro-language terms

such as '‘creativity," "intuition," 'discovery," "'self-actualization' and

the like. Such macro-objectives cannot be seen before the self-reliant

¥
encounters of students.. ‘

Some Implications

This perépective for curriculum, in general, and for curriculum
objectives, in particular, has important implications for both curriculum
theory and prac;ice. It is beyond the scope of this paper to detail all of
such implications, but the following suggest something of their range and

Yy

significance. (
1. In a complex field such as curriculum, there is no hope for

more effective ordering of the comp! x phenomena unless serious efforts

toward theory buildfng are taken. A theory of curriculum is not likely to

evolve from continued empirical research within the paradigm of the so-called

technological model. Research toward a more adequate curriculum theory .is

17
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basically conceptual intnature. |f we seek a genuiﬁé paradigm shift, we
must direct our efforts accordingly. This requires a reconceptualization of
what is truly scientific,
2. Curriculum objectives, in the perspective projected here,
‘should be seen as widgr and deeper than ends stated in behavioristic terms
in order to accommodate operations generated within.the system. The output

of curriculum is the end result of the whole system. Such a reconceptual -

ization has profound implications for curriculum evaluation. Evaluation in
terms of a more adequate systems model is '‘free-objectives'' evaluation, in

Ihqwbest sense of that term.

3. In bo;h curriculum development and chance, we should be

oriented by an organic, holistic conception of '‘system." This is to say,

that content or instruction as a subsystem of an intersystem shouldrnot be
considered as a self-contained system. A change in content or in instruction
may be considered only as a vantage point from which we can start changing
the system. Unless change made in one is closely related to other subsysteﬁs

within the curriculum system, the system will approach an imbalance or non-

steady state.

>

The intent of this paper has been té share some of the "work in
progress'' of one indiviaual who is attempting to generate more adequate
curriculum theory with a focus on the more precise meaning of curriculum
objectives within that theory. One thing remains clear: there is much work
yet to be done. A continuing dialogue with others engaged in similar tasks

is urgently needed.
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